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Visitor At-Destination Search for Travel-Related Services
Abstract

The phenomenon of at-destination search activity and decision processes utilized by visitors to a location is
predominantly an academic unknown. As destinations and organizations increasingly compete for their share
of the travel dollar, it is evident that more research need to be done regarding how consumers obtain
information once they arrive at a destination. This study examined visitor referral recommendations provided
by hotel and non-hotel ''locals" in a moderately-sized community for lodging, food service, and recreational
and entertainment venues.
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Visitor at-destination search
for travel-related services
by Robln D~Pietro.Denver Sever? Paul Rornpf, and Peter R~ccl

Thephenomenon of at-destination
search activiry and decisionprocesses
utilized by i~uitorsto a location is
predominantly an academic unknown.
AJ destinations and organizations
increaringly competefor rheir share of the
trauel dollar. it is evident that more
research need to be done regarding how
conrumers obtain information once t / q
arrive at a destination. This study
examined visitor referral recommendations provided by hoteLand non-hotel
''lacah"in a moderately-rized
commu~rigforlodging,food service, and
rerreational and entertainment venues.
Recommendations from the local
populace play an important role in the
search for venues required of the
vacationing public. Such recommendations include lodging facilities,
nightlife and entertainment activities,
dining and food service establishments,
recreation, shopping, or special events.
The individuals who make such
recommendations are as diverse as the
population of the host community
within which they make their residence.
Prior to arrival or in route to a
destination, vacationers are often

likely to interact with hospitality
industry employees who assist them
(i.e., travel agents, flight attendants,
c ~ drivers,
b
etc.). As employees of
the hospitality industry, these
individuals may be perceived as
"selling" or "advertising and not
giving a truly personal recommendation when called upon for traveler
or visitor information. I n contrast, a
local townsperson may be perceived
as unbiased and more likely to
provide a sincere recommendation
since he or she is not compensated
by a hospitality indusrry employer.
This enhanced credibility of a
local reference is at the heart and
soul of the trusrworrhiness expected
of a vacationer who wants to
experience the local area sites and
vistas. An element of this type of
recomn~endationfrom a local is its
sincerity and its personal nature.
Vacationing individuals are less
likely to respond optimistically if
they feel that such locally-provided
advice is unnatural, financiallydriven (such as by a compensated
employee), or not seen as candid
and trustworthy.
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Many sources available
Some consumers find the vacation
destination information search
interesting and worthwhile, while
others may find ir time-consumingand
stressful. Consumers ran often rely
upon a multitude of sources for this
information search. In today's high-tech
world, consumers who request vacation
information for a destination are ofien
apt to utilize brochures, internet
websites, destination marketing organizations (DMOs) such as lo& chambers
of commerce or convention and visitors
bureaus, or travel agents. The
employees of such organizarions may
provide accurate informarion to
vacationers or rhey m q simply promote
their members or other paid advertisers.
The perception is that they are not as
likely to offer a gratuitous referral as
suggested by Rompf.' As defined by
Rompf, insrances where an individual
provides information ro a traveler and
the individual providing such referral is
nor perceived to be compensated in any
Form by the suggested establish~nentare
defined as "gratuitous referrals."
Research on information search
sources and decision strategies prior to
departure or en route to a destination
all exist in the literature.' Research
published on specific vacation atdestination search activity is limired.
The authors exrend this narrow
selection of published material on atdestination research via discussion of a
cross-section of "locals" and their

specific recommendations for venues
to the vacationing public once at their
intended final destinarion. These
recommendations include venues such
as accommodations, food service, and
entertainment.

NRA commissions study
In the late 1980s the National
Restaurant Association commissioned a
study by Gallup in order to investigate
visitor information sources when away
from home or on vacation.? Various
advertising media such as the local
newspaper, radio, relevision stations,
and billboards were examined as central
sources of influential information for
visirors. The study also assessed the role
of hotel personnel and local
townspeople as informational sources.
Billboard ads and signs were found to
exert rhe most influence of the
advertising media. with 44 percent of
respondents reporting being "vely
influenced (7 percent) or "somewhat
influenced (37 percent). In contrast,
almost two-thirds of respondenrs
reported being "very i n t l ~ ~ e n c e(23
d
percent) and "somewhat influenced
(37 percent) by hotel personnel. A
further, somewhat startling finding was
that almost 80 percent of chose same
respondents indicated they were "very
influenced" (45 percent) or "somewhat
influenced (34 percent) by rhe local
townspeople
Investigations of pretrip and intransit informational sources used by
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travelers (e.g., travel agents, guide
books, highway welcome centers) are
readily evident in the literature,
primarily for the purpose of traveler
segmentation analysis to be utilized
for information delivery strategies.4
Cross-cultural differences in search
behavior have also been investigated.'
The cross-cultural studies, as with
previous research, predominantly
relate to pre-trip decision activity and
traveler segmentation. Increasing use
of the internet, not only as an
informational source but also as a pretrip booking agent, is also manifest?
None of the above precludes a
traveler's further necessity for making
travel-related decisions at the destination
itself. The American Hotel and Lodging
Association (AH&LA),the nation's
largest trade group for the hotel
industry, reported that more than 80
percent of travelers (business traveler, 91
percent; leisure traveler, 83 percent) have
advance reservations when checking
into public lodging facilitie~.~
To meet
the significant demands for various
information, local visitor centers
purposely provide travelers with
destination-specific dining and
entertainmentlrecreational information
along with lodging information.

Decisions from model
Whether making a pre-trip or intransit purchase decision on travel
senices to be provided at a destination
or making the decision at the

destination itself, general models of
consumer's decision processes portray a
rational, multi-attribute processing that
entails an extended version of Fishbein
and Ajzen'ss model of consumer decision
making, that is, a systematic informtional search to obtain and weigh
attributes that, in turn, translate into
beliefs and further form a behavioral
intention prior to an actual purchase.'
Mediating effects of the consumer's
involvement level,'opeer and informational social influences," and situational
factors'5ave been shown to influence
the sources utilized by consumers and
the types of attributes processed in
reaching a purchase decision. Rosen and
Olsha~sl$~further proposed that,
under some circumstances, the
consumer may subcontract (transfer) the
decision to a third party who they
believe has the appropriate expertise and
is trustworthy (e.g., purchasing a travel
package through a travel agent may be
considered one form of a subcontracted
decision).The circumstances typically
associated with subcontraning the
decision are time constraints, limited
expertise on the part of the consumer, a
perceived high risk associated with the
decision, and a lack of interest in
making the decision.
Recent exploratory research
investigated and reported upon a subset
of visitor at-destination informational
search activity for travel services." A
southern U.S. rural community
(Statesboro,Georgia) and the national
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capiral of a foreign state (Canberra,
Australia) focused upon two distinctively diiferent destinations. The target
populations of the studies were people
from the local community, bur solely
concentrated on hotel front ofice
personnel responding to visitor requests
for referrals to food service venues. The
current study replicated and extended
the population of interest to include a
broader cross-section of people from the
communiry-police officers, service
station attendants, retail clerks and mall
service desk personnel, hospital
information desk anendants, food
se~icelrestau~ant
personnel, taxi
drivers, recreation and entertainment
st&. and car r e n d clerks.
Gratuitous referrals cited
RompP5 drew a critical distinction
between at-destination referral activities
in general and those he deemed to be
genuinely gratuitous and personal in
nature, "a gratuitous referral." H e
posited that a traveler typically seeks
and obtains (hopefully) a personal
recommendation (expertise) that, by
appearance and/or in practice, is
u~iatfectedby monetary or other
iemuneration (trust) provided hy a
venue being recommended. As a result
he excluded personnel at destination
marketing organizations (DMOs) such
as highway welcollle centers and
visitors' bureaus that. by their nature,
did not meet his detinition because of
general restrictiom as ro the level of

information they may provide. That is,
internally there is a requirement to be
balanced in providing referrals to a Full
list of venues, not advantaging or
disadvantaging any specific venue. In
addition, there may he a requirement
for a venue to he a member of the
D M 0 to be referred.
The general public is probably
unaware of the extensive gifts and other
forms of remuneration (including c a h )
a hotel concierge may typically receive
from venues to which helshe refers
visitors. However, using the criteria of
expertise and trust, recommendations
provided by a hotel concierge will
probably fail the gratuitous referral test
and were therefore excluded by RompPb
from the local population being
investigated.
In highlighting the significance of
local referral activity, RompP7 further
posited that there is a high probably of
a gratuirously-referred venue
recommendation being acted upon by
the traveler because of the following:
The traveler initiated the request
The decision timeline is relatively
immediate
The perceived "local expert" was
preselected by the traveler''
This definition is also consistent with
the word-of-mouth literature because
the person conveying word-of-mouth
information does not profit in a
monetary or similar way when the
person receiving the word-of-mouth

Contents © 2005 by FIU Hospitality Review.
The reproduction of any
artwork, editorial or other
material is expresslv prohibited without written permission
from the publisher, excepting thatone-time educational reproduction is allowed without express permission.

information decides to patronize the
bu~iness.'~Even
within the marketing
word-of-mouth literature, few studies
have examined what happens after the
word-of-mouth communication occurs.
While for many years, business analysts
have purported a posirive relationship
between word-of-mouth and business
performance, the actual financial value
of the word-of-mouth information has
not been tabulated.
Further research on this topic could
be very important to business owners
and to marketing researchers."The
current gratuitous referrals research is
also the first to consider the positive
word-of-mouth communication
solicited by a traveler during the travel
experience. Most research has focused
on positive word-of-mouth communication after the experience is finished
or after the service encounter is
complete,il rather than at the
destination and situational.

Local residents selected
Local residents of the destination
community, Gainesville, Florida,
comprised the population of interest.
Following reported protocol used in
published gratuitous referral studies, an
interviewer verbally requested unaided
responses to preset questions and
recorded respondents' answers on a
standardized questionnaire
administered in the field. Repeat visits
to venues were undertaken to capture
referral activity across all of the various

shift periods in a day as well as the
weekday versus weekend shifts.
Reported venue referrals by
respondents, either with specific venues
named or geographic in nature for
dining, lodging, and
recreationlentertainment were
captured. Also recorded was
information on the respondents'
location, establishment name, day in
the week and time of day, and
occupation or job title of the
respondent. General notes and
comments regarding the respondent or
location were further recorded for all
respondents. Finally, if a lodging facility
was the interview venue, also captured
was information on the existence of and
types of on-site food service tsrilities, as
well as the availability of such facilities
being visibly offered nearby.
A total of 137 participants cutting
across a broad section of occupational
groups within the community provided
useable data for the study. A full census
of lodging properties was undertaken
and, therefore, the majority of
respondents (82) were from the lodging
sector. Thirg-nine lodging properties
(excluding bed & breakfast inns)
comprised the local lodging census; 18
were located along an inrerstate
highway corridor, and the remaining
were withinlaround a university or
along an old north-south route running
through the city. Personnel from 35
properties participated in the study.
Both representative and convenience
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sanlpling of non-lodging
venues/occupations was utilized. Where
the respondent wa from a vastly larger
population (e.g., food service venues,
shopping venues, police, recreation
venue), the data is indicative and not
representative of the population. O f the
non-lodging respondents, 10 were from
food and beverage facilities across the
city, ranging from Starbucks and
McDonald's toTGI Friday's. Seven
were located at museums, historic sites,
recreational areas, and shopping venues.
Another 23 were at service station
locations along the interstate and
within the city. Finally, seven airport
and city-based car rental agents, four
cab drivers in airport queues, a state
highway patrolman, and three hospital
visitor information st& rounded out
the non-lodging respondents.
Nearly 100 percent of hotel front
ofice personnel (none being a
concierge) from this and previously
cited studies25eported "frequently
receiving" dining referral requests, and
approximately 80 percent of them (n
= 82) in the Gainesville study reported
the same for recreation and
entertainment requests. In contrast,
66 percent and 58 percent, respectively, of the non-hotel sample
reported "frequently receiving" dining
and recreation and entertainment
referral requests. O n the issue of
lodging referrals, the non-hotel sample
was split down the middle (5 1
percent) on receiving lodging requcsts.

The average number of referral
requests per person (not propeny) per
week in the study should also garner
attention, especially if you are the
proprietor of a venue for potential
referral. The weekly number of food
service venue referrals varied within and
between the studis respondents.
Respenively, the rural community
respondens reported an average of 7.5
(range 2-37) food service referrals per
week, while the foreign capital
respondents reported approximately 10
(range 0 - 20) yer week. However, the
current study respondents repotted
approxin~ately22 (range 0 - 200) referral
requests per week. Respondents in the
Gainesville study further reported an
average of 6.9 ( m g e 0 - 60) recreation
and entertainment referrals and 3.6
(range 0 - 35) lo&ng referrals; the latter
did not include lodging personnel.
Lodging referrals popular
Multiple venue naming being
permitted, summing across all
respondents (n = 79) who reported
"frequent requests for lodging referrals"
a tot:d of 170 named lodging
venues, with expected venue
duplic~rionby respondents. The top 10
(out 0639 possible lodging properties)
collectively captured 118 (69 percent)
votes. while another 18 hotels received
52 votes. Differences in respondent
preferences based on hotel versus nonhotel designation are evident in the
data. (SeeTable 1).
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The top four lodging properties in
order of frequency anlong respondents
making referrals were Cabot Lodge,
Courryard by Marriott, Hampton Inn,
and Motel 6. Cabot Lodge, favored by
24 respondents, far exceeded the
competition and was the lead referral
property for both hotel (31 percent)
and non-hotel respondents (30
percent). No clear second most referred
hotel existed, with Courtyard by
Marriott (14), Hampton Inn (13), and
Motel 6 (13) all in a very dose second
grouping. Two full-service properties,
Doubletree Hotel and Sheraton Hotel,
did not make the top 10 list among all
respondents. However, the Doubletree

(2) tied for tenth, along with Ramada
Limited, Red Roof Inn, and the
Universiry Cenrre Hotel among nonhotel respondents; che Sheraton (5)
tied for tenth along with Fairheld Inn
and Holiday Inn University among
hotel respondents.
One car rental agent at the airport
referred travelers to a brochure rack;
otherwise, all respondents had specific
lodging properties they favored and to
which they referred visitors. This was in
contrast to some of these same
respondents who provided "geographic
referrals" (e.g., Archer Road; downtown
clubs) for resraurants and recreation and
entertainment venue requests.

Ramada Limited
Red Roof Inn

2 (7.4%)

I

9 (1 1.4%)

1

7 113.5%)

1

Rush Lake Motel

3(11.1%)

Super 8

8 (10.1%)

-

Travel Lodae

.

2 (7.4%)
,

I

Univ. Centre Hotel

7 (13.5%)

I

I

3(11.1%1
2 (7.4%)

'Total- mom than IWpnrrnr dur to rnultipk rqomer
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F 8 B referrals frequent
Consistent with the reported
Gallup" data, at-destination visitors
appear to readily ask locals for
recommendations on dining venues
for breakfast, lunch, and dinner. In
this Gaioesville study, 8 4 percent of
a11 respondents reported being
frequenrly asked for a recommendation for either lunch, dinner, or
both (actually breakfast as well, but
the questionnaire was not designed
to capture it separately and it was
combined with luncheon referrals).
O f the 137 total respondents, 1 1 5
reported frequent requests, with 79
and 36, respectively, being from the
lodging and nnn-lodging segments.
As with lodging referrals,
respondents were permitted to
name more than one restaurant
venue, and there appears to be
differences between lodging and
nun-lodging respondent
recommendations.
In analyzing the specific venue
recommendations, 6 percent of
cumulatively " n a m e d dinner venues
(14 out of 238: n = 115) across
respondents, along with 3 percent of
luncheon venues (4 out of 159),
were to a designated area of town,
Archer Road, instead of to a specific
resraurant. A section of Archer Road
contains a broad assortment of
national and regional chain

restaurants (e.g., Bennigan's, Olive
Garden, McDonald's, and Outback

Steakhouse), as well as a few
independent restaurants. To provide
further context, Archer Road tied for
tenth place, with the Waffle House
for lunch. and was fourth for dinner
(Table 2), being mentioned by 14
respondents and ranking behind
Outback (29). Carrabbas (21), and
Ale House (19).
With an almost 2:l representation
in the sample, lodging personnel
highly influence the list of reported
venues. Separating into lodging and
nun-lodging respondents' top
10 list of restaurant referrals,
there is both commonality and
variation among respondents. In
particular, almost twice as many
non-lodging (compared to lodging)
respondents referred dinner patrons
ro Archer Road and all of the
Archer Road luncheon referrals
were from non-lodging respondenrs.
(See Table 2).
When investigating all venue
recommendations for lunch, only
five of the top 17 recommended by
lodging personnel were also given by
nun-lodging respondents. Similar
sundry patterns appear for dinner.
In particular, non-lodging
respondenrs exclusively include the
Steak & Shake, Shoney's, Fazolli's,
and Conestoga Steak on their list
of where to dine for dinner and
are split, with one lodging property
in recommending McDonald's
for dinner.
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Table 2: Too 10 recommendations for dinner

I

Multi~lerecommendations
per respondent permitted

Outback
Carrabbas
Ale House
Archer Road

1

I
115 respondents

1 79 respondents

1

I
36 respondents

29 (25.2%)

20 (25.3%)

9 (25.0%)

21 (18.3%)

17 (21.5%)

4(11.l%)

19 (16.5%)

15 (18.9%)

4(11.l%)

14 (12.2%)

5 (6.3%)

9 (25.0%)

The top recommendations for
lunch by lodging personnel were Ale
House (21 percent) and Chili's and
Jade Gardens (9 percent each). For
the non-lodging segment, the top
recommendations were Jade Gardens
( 1 5 percent) and Archer Road,
Chuck Wagon, and Sonny's (12
percent each).
The top recommendarions for
dinner by lodging personnel were
Outback (19 percent), Carrabbas (16
percent), and Ale House (14 percent).
The top recommendations for the
non-lodging segment were Archer
Road and Outback (23 percent).

Overall, national chain brands
greatly surpassed independents in
recommendations. This is in contrast
to an earlier s t u d y in a small rural
community and in which independent
restaurants predominated.

Clubs rank at top
Again with multiple recommendations per respondent permirred,
combined recreation and
enrerrainment venue referrals
numbered 215 in total when
summed across all respondents
These predominantly represented
nightclubbing (32 percent);
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historical, natural, and cultural tours
(28 percent); cinema viewing (10
percent); and shopping (8 percent)
as major categories of activities
associated with the venues. This
entire section had the greatest
consistency when comparing
referrals by hotel and non-hotel
respondents (Table 3).
T h e number one choice for
recreation and entertainment
among hotel and non-hotel
respondents was "downtown clubs"
(30 percent of the hotel employees
a n d 31 percent of the full sample),
possibly reflecting a large concentration of nightclubs in a four-block
downtown area. Rarely was a
specific club mentioned by name
except in the case of the Swamp Bar
& Restaurant. This centrally located
venue received light recommendations from hotel employees and
four from non-hotel employees, for
a combined total of 6 percent of
all recom~nendationsfor recreation
and entertainment.
For more culturally-oriented
experiences, several local museums
made the Top 10 list of venues
recommended in recreation and
entertainment. Again, both hotel
and non-hotel respondents were
similar in their recommendarions
Further alternative types of
recreation and entertainment
venues recommended by both the
hotel and non-hotel responde~lts

were eco-tourism, geographical
anomalies, and natural parks.
Among the hotel employees, 4
percent recommended Kanapaha
Botanical Gardens and 8 percent of
the non-hotel employees
recommended Kanapaha. These
botanical gardens were the only
nature-based attraction
recommended by hotel employees.
T h e Payne's Prairie State Preserve
was recommended by 3 percent of
hotel employees and 3 percent of
non-hotel employees. Devil's
Millhopper State Geological Site
was recommended by 2 percent of
rhe hotel employees and 5 percent
of the non-hotel employees. While
both are unique natural attractions
which may be well-known venues
to the local population, neither
the Payne's Prairie State Preserve
nor Devil's Millhopper facility
were highly recommended sources
of recreation and entertainment
for visitors
T h e only theatrical arts facility
recommended by either group was
the Hippodrome State Theater, with
3 percent and 7 percent, tespectively, of hotel and non-hotel
respondents. The Hippodrome
features a variety of live plays as well
as viewings of independent films
and is known for having a regional
draw to its audiences. Combined, 4
percent of respondents
recommended this venue.
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j

Multiple recommendations
perrespondentpemined

1 9 7 respondents

--1

(

55 (56.7%)
17(17.6%)

I

Harn Museum
15-1(
Regal Clnema
715;15.5%;
Swamp Bar & Rest.
12 (12.4%)
Kanapaha Gardens
1 1 (11.3%7
Hippodrome Theater
9 (9.3%)
5 (52%)
Royal Park Cinema
5 (5.2%)
Florida Museum

65 respondents

( 32

j

12 (18.5%)
1 1 116.9%)1 1 (16.9%)
8 (12.3%)

1

6 (9.2%)
5
(7.7%)
5 (7.7%)
5 (7.7%)

reripondents

1

17 (53.1%)
5 (15.6%)

38 (58.5%)
12 (18.5%)

,

4 (12.5%)

4 (12.5%)
4 (12.5%)

4 (12.5%)
0
0

'ZurL more chon IUOprrrrnrdur a rnulriplr rerpon~rr

Cinema theaters were a third
form of frequently recommended
entertainment venues provided by
both hotel employees and non-hotel
employees. Among the hotel
workers, 12 percent recommended
cinemas. Those not working in
hotels recomn~endedcinemas 8
percent of the time. Combined, the
full sample of respondents
recommended cinemas as a form of
recreation and entertainment 11
percent of the time. Shopping was
another form of recreation and
entertainment recommended by
respondents in the Gainesville
study. Once again, specific stores
were not recommended. Instead.
the local mall, Oaks Mall, was
recommended by 8 perccnt of the
hotel employees and by 8 percent of
the non-horel respondents.

Local experts help
It is almost an understatement that
not all Hyatt properties are totally
equal in the quality of the guest
service experience. For that matter,
nor are Holiday Inns, McDonald's,
Bennigan's, or any other branded
venue with multiple storefronts. An
individual brand may convey very
necessary information to the traveler,
but is it sufticient for the traveler to
make the purchase dccision given the
variability that may be associated with
the brand? Moreover, adventuresome
persons may be tired of the "tried and
true" and desire an entirely n a v
experience during their travels. The
perceived local expert may therefore
be summoned at these critical times to
contribute information or even decide
on the purchase choice. For practitioners, this highlights the importance
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of marketing rheir business to those
individuals in the local communiry
who are receiving referral requests
from visitors at-destination.
Given that people seeking a lace to
stay are usually seeking a specific
lodging venue recommendation (not
vicinity), it should not be surprising to
find specific lodging venues being
recommended by Gainesville
respondents. The stated premise of
gratuitous referral research is that
travelers expect the same as well for
food service and recreational and
entertainment requests. If the premise
is true, then a significant number of
travelers may he disappointed, even
frustrated, by the local experts who
provided information to general areas
as opposed to specific venues.
This study is limited as to generalizability due to small samples sizes
across the three segments studied.
Replication of this research in other
communities along with parallel
research with the visitor being the
target population is necessitated.
Further research questions for future
studies include the following:
How does a traveler select the
"local expert" and is there a
difference in received value from
traditional informational sources
(hotel concierge; local visitor's
bureau) versus an expert from
the community a large?
Why does there appear to be
such variability in frequency

of requests For like respondents?
Are there personality characteristics rhat make a person
more likely to obtain referrals
than others?
What is the post-referral
experience actually like for the
visitor? The exploration of
similarities and differences across
destinations will contribute to a
better understanding of the
phenomenon of at-destination
search strategies and decision
processes utilized by visitors.
What is the proposed magnitude
in tourist dollars as a result of
gratuitous referrals?
Are there methods to be used so
that businesses may manage the
process of gratuitous referrals?
T h e current study gives practitioners an insight into where local
experts refer visitors to a destination
to go. This is of value to them in
order to determine how much
marketing should be done at the
destination, not with the visitors,
but with the local community,
especially the hospitality community.
Many businesses spend a large
portion of their advertising and
promotional budget away from
home trying to attract visitors.
This current study and the previous
gratuitous referral studies have
shown conclusively rhat many
visitors to a destination wait to
make many travel decisions
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until they are at-destination and
rely on the recommendation
of the locals.
Initial findings from the limited
studies suggest cultural differences
may mediate both the visitor and
local experr actionslresponses.
This may be a function of national,
religious, or related cultural factors,
but it also may he a function of
rural versus urban versus
metropolitan geography. It could
just as easily be due to the interplay
or interaction of time and location
in a visitor's trip. However, it stands
that the gratuitous referrdl is a topic
that merits further investigation
with destination cities from the
traveler's perspective and from the
refetter's perspective.

Springeriverlag, 1986).
" J. Cohen and E. Golden, "Infarrnariond
Social Influence and Product Evduarion,"Journal
ofAppIiedRycho(ogy56, no. 1 (19721: 54-59.
D. L. Rosen and R. W. Olrhavsky, "The dual
rolc of informarional social influence: lmplicarianr
for marketing management," JoumnlofBvlzrrrrr
Rerearch 15 (1987): 123-144.
Ibid.
" P Rompf, "Recommending rravel-relared
scrvicrr: .4 rural case scudy," The Horpiraliv
Rcvitw3, no. 3 (2001): 46-51; P. Rompf,
"Compararivr rrudies on graruirous referrals:
Somr crorr-cuirural connorariom." Frontien in
(ourhmr THRIF Hororrolrm
nnd Tounrrn Rmarch
r
~~,
6, no. I (2002): 1-3.
" Rompf (2001).
'"",,lPf
(2002. 2001).
" Rompf (2001).
" Ibid.
"J. B m m and J. Reingen, ''Social Ties and
Word-of-Mourh Referral Behavior"loumtr1of
Coniumcr Reiearch 14 (December 19R7): 350-62.
H. Banal and P Vover,"Word-of-Mouth
l'rocesses Wichin a Services Purchase Decision
Cunrext," Journal ofService Restarch 3. no. 2
(2000): 166-188.
'' E. W. Andeaon, "Cusromrr Sarisbirion and
Word of Mourh," JournalofS,uicc~R<s<~zrch
I
(August 1998): 5-17.
" Kompf (2002,2OOI).
"Gallup Organization.
2' Rompl(2001).

''

"

~~

~~

~

~

~~~~

References

Rvbin D i P i m i~ on asirrdnrprofisror; Dmuer
' P Romp6 "Rccommmding travel-related
.Smtrvr,ris an arrocidrcprof)lloz.PnulRompfir an
rccvice~:A rural case study," The Hospirnliry
n r ~ o t ~ i u r e p r o fand
i ~ ~Penr
~ r Ricci ir an a ~ i ~ f a n t
Revsru3 (2001): 46-51.
p n f h o , in rhe Rnr~nCollqe ufHorpitality
'D. Gursoy and J. S. Chen, "Competirive
illf*a.zgr,,rrwrat 'he Uniumiry of Ccnnal
analysis ofcrorr culrural informarion search
Flondrr in O,/nndo
behavior," Zumnr A<e,z,rgrnzrnt2l. no. 6 (2000):
583-590; D. Fodners and R. hlurray, "Tourism
informarion scarch," Annnb ofZurirm Rt~carrh
24, no. 3 (1997): 503-523.
'Gallup Organization. "Monrhly Monitor of
Eating Away From Hornc." (October 1987).
Fodness and Murray.
Gursoy and Chm.
lbid.
Amcrican Hotel 81 Lodging Arrociarion
(20031, retrieved 17Augusr 2004 from
hirp:i/ahla.comiprodu~~fSinf~O~en~eeelip.~~p
%. Fishhein and I. Ajzen. Brliejamiutlr
inrmtion, and behavior An hn0duc"on to thtorv
and rerearch (Reading, Mar.: Addiaon-Wcrlcy
1975).
Ibid.
'" R. E. Perryand J. T. Cacioppo,
Cornrnunicorion a n d p m m i o n : Cmnalond
peripheral rowm to am& changr (New Yoik:

'
'

'

'

Contents © 2005 by FIU Hospitality Review.
The reproduction of any
artwork, editorial or other
material is expresslv prohibited without written permission
from the publisher, excepting thatone-time educational reproduction is allowed without express permission.

